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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company

(U 902 E) for Authorization to Recover Costs Related to Application 15-09-010

the 2007 Southern California Wildfires Recorded in the (Filed September 25, 2015)
Wildfire Expense Memorandum Account (WEMA)

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 902 E) RESPONSE TO
MOTION FOR LIMITED PARTY STATUS AND MOTION TO STRIKE OF
COX COMMUNICATIONS CALIFORNIA, LLC AND
COX CALIFORNIA TELECOM, LLC

Pursuant to Rule 11.1(e) the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, San Diego
Gas & Electric Company (“SDG&E”) responds to (1) the “Motion for Limited Party Status of
Cox Communications, Inc. in Phase I’ (“Cox Motion for Limited Party Status”); and (2) the
“Motion to Strike of Cox Communications California, LLC and Cox California Telecom, LLC”
(“Cox Motion to Strike”) that were submitted in this proceeding on July 5, 2017. As discussed
below, both Cox motions should be denied.

Cox’s basic argument is wholly disingenuous. According to Cox, SDG&E’s
interpretation of the facts and evidence regarding the broken Cox lashing wire and Cox’s pre-fire
inspections amount to false statements because SDG&E relies, in large part, on the conclusions
of Cal Fire and the CPSD, which Cox contends have not been definitively proven and adopted by
a trier of fact.! Yet Cox advances its own interpretation of the facts and evidence regarding the

broken Cox lashing wire and Cox’s pre-fire inspections, which (as Cox admits)? has also not

! See, e.g., Cox Motion for Limited Party Status, pp. 2-4; Cox Motion to Strike, p. 7-12.
See, e.g., Cox Motion to Strike, pp. 10, 14.



been definitively proven or adopted by a trier of fact. Cox nevertheless claims that its unproven
theory (and the fact that it disputes the theory of SDG&E, Cal Fire and CPSD) serves as a basis
to strike portions of SDG&E’s testimony and briefs. This illogical and patently self-serving
argument should not be entertained. Nor should Cox be permitted to expand the record in this
proceeding, with new facts and arguments, at this stage.
I. COX’S MOTION FOR LIMITED PARTY STATUS SHOULD BE DENIED

Cox’s Motion for Limited Party Status is untimely. In this proceeding, the prepared
testimony was submitted in 2015 and 2016, evidentiary hearings were conducted in January
2017, and briefs were submitted on March 24 and April 14, 2017. The evidentiary record in
Phase 1 of this proceeding is now closed and complete. But Cox nevertheless seeks to introduce
facts and arguments that support its theories related to the Guejito Fire, while accusing SDG&E
of improperly relying on facts and arguments that are in the record and that are available for the
Commission to weigh alongside the other record evidence, including evidence introduced by the
Office of Ratepayer Advocates (“ORA”). Under similar circumstances, the Commission has
denied such untimely requests for party status.> Furthermore, Cox has failed to request that the
Commission reopen the record, yet it argues about statements in several deposition transcript
excerpts that it attached to or referenced in its Motion to Strike. That is clearly improper.

Moreover, Cox has been on notice of this proceeding since its inception. SDG&E served

its September 25, 2015 Application in this proceeding on the service list from its 2009 Wildfire

3 See Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Denying Southern California Edison Company Motion

for Party Status at 1-2, A.12-05-020 (July 20, 2016); see also Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling . . .
Denying the California Building Industry Association, Solar Energy Industries Association, and the Vote
Solar Initiative Motions for Party Status at 3, A.12-11-001 (May 3, 2013); see also Administrative Law
Judge’s Ruling Denying Party Status to the Southern California Gas Company at 2-3, A.07-04-013 (Jan.
5,2010); see also D.10-07-042 at 64, 2010 Cal. PUC LEXIS 287 at *96 (denying a motion for party
status “because there are no further formal opportunities for parties to participate in the application before
the Commission acts on the proposed decision.”).



Expense Balancing Account Application (A.09-08-010), which included Cox’s outside counsel,
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP, the author of Cox’s motions.* The Commission also noticed the
Application in its September 30, 2015 Daily Calendar publication. Cox nevertheless chose not to
participate.

Cox does not even attempt to demonstrate good cause for seeking party status at this
juncture of the proceeding. Cox states that SDG&E’s Application characterized the Guejito Fire
as resulting from contact between the Cox lashing wire and SDG&E’s conductor, a
“characterization” with which Cox “does not take issue.” But Cox then suggests that it was
“surprised to learn” that SDG&E discussed the broken lashing wire and Cox inspections in its
post-hearing briefs, as though that “surprise” somehow excuses its failure to seek party status in
a timely manner.® As a sophisticated business entity that has participated in Commission
proceedings, Cox was certainly aware that a variety of arguments regarding the Guejito Fire
were likely to be made in this proceeding, and that if it believed its business reputation or
interests could be implicated, it should seek party status. It failed to do so. Cox’s proposal to
disrupt this proceeding is thus unwarranted, unduly prejudicial to SDG&E, and should not be
entertained.

II. COX’S MOTION TO STRIKE SHOULD BE DENIED
Cox contends that causation of the Guejito Fire is outside the scope of this proceeding.’

As an initial matter, SDG&E notes that it was ORA that introduced issues of causation into the

4 See “San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (U 902 E) Notice of Availability of its Application for

Authorization to Recover Costs Related to the 2007 Southern California Wildfires recorded in the
Wildfire Expense Memorandum Account” at Attachment 1.

> Cox Motion for Limited Party Status, pp. 2-3.
6
Id.

7 Cox Motion to Strike, pp. 6-7.



record via Mr. Stannik’s testimony,® in which ORA claimed that the Guejito Fire was caused by
an inadequate clearance between SDG&E’s and Cox’s facilities. ORA highlighted certain
portions of the Cal Fire Guejito Fire Investigation Report, and the CPSD’s findings, but did not
(in SDG&E’s view) present the whole picture with respect to those reports and findings. Thus,
in rebuttal testimony, SDG&E witness Darren Weim responded to ORA and noted that ORA had
not meaningfully discussed significant portions of Cal Fire’s and CPSD’s findings with respect
to how the contact between SDG&E’s and Cox’s facilities had occurred, including findings
regarding the broken lashing wire issue.” If Cox truly believed that causation was outside the
scope of this proceeding, it would have moved to strike ORA’s testimony and related arguments
on causation. That fact that Cox did not do so shows that its true concern is silencing theories of
causation that it opposes. To the extent the Commission does make findings regarding causation,
it would be wholly inappropriate to strike, at this juncture, the testimony and arguments of the
applicant in favor of the alleged reputational concerns of a non-party. In any event, if Cox
believes causation is not an issue on which the Commission will make findings, it has no reason
to seek to strike SDG&E’s arguments or testimony or otherwise be concerned about the outcome
of this proceeding.

Cox repeatedly takes issue with SDG&E statements to the effect that there “is no dispute
that the Guejito Fire was caused by the fact that Cox’s lashing wire broke and was blown

upwards into SDG&E’s conductors, creating arcs and starting the fire.”!® Cox claims that it does

8 See Exh. ORA-01 (Stannik Direct), pp. 17-21.

? “San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (U 902 E) Phase 1 Opening Brief,” p. 61; see also Exh.
SDGE-12 (Weim Rebuttal), pp. 3-10.

10 See Cox Motion to Strike, p. 3 (citing “San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (U 902 E) Phase 1
Opening Brief,” pp. 3, 59).



dispute such statements, which in its view renders SDG&E’s statements false.!! This argument
takes SDG&E’s arguments out of context, ignores portions of the record, and should be
disregarded.

SDG&E made statements about the lack of dispute regarding the broken lashing wire in
the context of this case, and the arguments that were made about the facts and evidence by the
parties to this case, including ORA.'> While Cox was not a party to this proceeding and did not
submit evidence or arguments, SDG&E did acknowledge Cox’s theory of ignition — according to
which the entire intact Cox bundle of facilities made contact with SDG&E’s powerlines'® — in
various submissions in this proceeding, even though it disagreed with that theory. For instance,
as summarized in its Opening Brief, SDG&E witness Mr. Weim discussed the Cox and other
theories:

In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Weim reviewed the evolution of
CPSD’s position on the Guejito Fire ignition over the course of the
Guejito Fire OII in 1.08-11-007 and concluded that CPSD
maintained its position regarding the broken lashing wire over
time. The CPSD rejected a theory advanced by Cox that the
lashing wire broke after making contact with SDG&E’s conductors
because that theory would necessarily mean that the entire Cox
bundle (fiber optic cable, messenger wire, lashing wire) had made

contact with the conductors, but there was no evidence of any
damage to those other Cox facilities.'*

H Cox Motion to Strike, pp. 3, 7-8.
12 “San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (U 902 E) Phase 1 Opening Brief,” pp. 59-63.
See, e.g., Cox Motion to Strike, p. 3.

1 “San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (U 902 E) Phase 1 Opening Brief,” p. 61; see also Exh.
SDGE-12 (Weim Rebuttal), pp. 3-10.



Thus, there is no merit to Cox’s allegation that SDG&E has wrongly “suggest[ed] that there are
no other theories” of the fire ignition.!> Contrary to Cox’s allegations, SDG&E has openly
acknowledged the Cox theory.

With respect to Cox’s broken lashing wire, the primary evidence on which SDG&E relied
was Cal Fire’s Guejito Fire Investigation Report. As SDG&E discussed in its Phase 1 Opening
Brief:

In the Guejito Fire Investigation Report, the Cal Fire investigator
noted that the fire was first observed at 1:00 am on October 22,
2007 and found that “the fire was determined to have started when
energized power lines and lashing wire from a Cox
Communications cable came in contact with each other.” The
investigator indicated his opinion that this contact occurred
“sometime during the wind event.” Cal Fire further concluded that
it was the broken lashing wire that caused the contact since the
lashing wire “unwound and made contact with a [sic] powerline
conductor, causing an arc.” The powerlines in the span at issue
were 12 kV distribution lines, and the Cox facilities below the
powerlines consisted of a lashing wire, which bound together a
Cox fiber optics line and messenger wire. During the
investigation, the investigator “noticed the lashing [wire] had come
undone in several locations;” that “some of the lashing [wire] was
dangling from the Cox cable line; the ends about 10-12 feet from
the ground;” that “some of the same type wire lashing lying on the
ground in the origin area;” that there was damage to the south
SDG&E powerline; and that there were “three spots” where the
lashing wire “was fused to the power line.’!®

SDG&E further discussed Cal Fire’s findings later in its Opening Brief, along with the CPSD’s

rationale for adopting and elaborating those findings in its own reports and testimony in the

15 See Cox Motion to Strike, p. 6; see also id., p. 14.

6 See “San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (U 902 E) Phase 1 Opening Brief,” p. 8 (internal

citations omitted).



Guejito Fire OII in 1.08-11-007.!7 On behalf of SDG&E, Mr. Weim assessed the conclusions of
Cal Fire and the CPSD and concurred with their findings regarding the broken lashing wire.'®

In Cox’s view, however, SDG&E has made false statements by relying on this
evidence.” In other words, Cox is effectively contending that the conclusions of Cal Fire and
the CPSD are false, and that it was thus false and misleading for SDG&E to repeat those
statements. SDG&E maintains that the preponderance of the evidence supports the conclusions
regarding the broken lashing wire reached by Cal Fire and CPSD, and that Cox has failed to
show they were false.

In attempting to show that the Cal Fire and CPSD conclusions were false, Cox references
deposition excerpts of Cal Fire Investigator Gary Eidsmoe and CPSD Investigator Mahmoud
Intably.? While Cox asserts that statements in these depositions show that there is no basis for
the theory that Cox’s lashing wire was broken prior the Guejito Fire ignition, that is merely a
legal argument based on Cox’s interpretation of the evidence. At his deposition, Mr. Eidsmoe
testified that it was his opinion, as an investigator, that the lashing wire broke before the ignition
and was the cause of the ignition.?! Furthermore, those depositions were taken in late 2008 and

early 2009, and Cox attached them to its May 2009 testimony in 1.08-11-007.%? Subsequently,

17 Id., pp. 60-63.

8 |d,p. 62,

19 Cox Motion to Strike, p. 4.

20 Cox Motion to Strike, pp. 8-10.

2 See Exhibit J to Cox’s Motion to Strike, pp. 49-50.

2 ORA included Cox’s May 2009 testimony submission in [.08-11-007 in Exh. ORA-05, although
it appears that the Cox attachments to that testimony were not included in the ORA exhibit.

7



the CPSD submitted rebuttal testimony in which it (and Mr. Intably) continued to take the
position that Cox’s lashing wire had broken and made contact with SDG&E’s conductors.?
Cox seeks to brush aside these inconvenient facts by claiming that if a hearing had been held in
the Guejito Fire OII, Mr. Intably and Mr. Eidsmoe (who was not even a witness in that case)
would have been cross-examined regarding their conclusions.>* But what Cox cannot show is
that either Mr. Intably or Mr. Eidsmoe would have changed their conclusion, or that Cox would
have successfully undermined them. Cox’s speculation about what might have happened does
not render its interpretation of the evidence the only possible true interpretation.

With respect to Cox’s purported inspections of its facilities in the span in question, Cox
once again seeks to introduce “facts” that are not part of the record in the form of an excerpt of a
civil litigation deposition of a Cox employee.? The record evidence in this proceeding,
however, contradicts Cox’s extra-record material. For instance, in CPSD’s Rebuttal Testimony
in the Guejito Fire OII, CPSD maintained its position that Cox had not adequately inspected its
facilities, and that Cox admitted in a data request response that it had not inspected its facilities
after their initial installation in 2001.%°

Also misguided are Cox’s claims that SDG&E has hypocritically relied on evidence it
previously repudiated.?’” Cox bases these claims on arguments SDG&E made in response to
protests to the Application, but it presents an incomplete and misleading characterization of these

arguments and how this issue evolved in this proceeding.

3 CPSD’s June 2009 Rebuttal Testimony in 1.08-11-007 is also included in Exh. ORA-05.
2 Cox Motion to Strike, p. 10.
2 Cox Motion to Strike, pp. 11-12.

26 See CPSD’s June 2009 Rebuttal Testimony in 1.08-11-007, pp. 1-15—1-16. This testimony is
included in Exh. ORA-05.

27 Cox Motion to Strike, pp. 3-4, 12-13.



In their protests, certain parties made arguments based on the CPSD’s allegations in the
2007 Wildfire OIIs (I1.08-11-006 and 1.08-11-007).%® Certain protestants also argued that the
entire record from the 2007 Wildfire Olls should be imported wholesale into the record in this
proceeding.? In its reply to protests, SDG&E noted that CPSD’s allegations had not been
adopted by the Commission since the Olls were resolved through settlement.** SDG&E also
objected to automatically deeming the record in the Olls as part of the record in this proceeding
and pointed out various evidentiary problems with such an approach, as Cox highlights in its
Motion to Strike.’!

But Cox omits that SDG&E also acknowledged in its reply to protests that “there may be
appropriate uses for the OIl materials.”*? Further, in its Prehearing Conference Statement,
SDG&E elaborated that “if such material is to be used at all, it should be introduced and
admitted into the record on a case-by-case basis, just as any other testimony and evidence is
received into the record in a Commission proceeding.”* SDG&E simply wanted an opportunity
to be able to build a record in this case and to test evidence from the Olls, as appropriate.
Following discussion of this issue at the Prehearing Conference, the Scoping Memo addressed
the issue as follows:

At this time, we remain convinced that case law does not support

the wholesale importing of evidentiary records from other
Commission proceedings without additional steps. However, we

28 See, e.g., “Mussey Grade Road Alliance Protest” (Oct. 30, 2015), pp. 5-7; “Protest of the Utility
Consumers’ Action Network™ (Oct. 30, 2015), pp. 4-5.

2 See, e.g., “Mussey Grade Road Alliance Protest” (Oct. 30, 2015), p. 6; “Protest of the Utility
Consumers’ Action Network” (Oct. 30, 2015), pp. 3-4.

30 See San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (U 902 E) Reply to Protests (Nov. 9, 2015), p. 7.
3 Id.

32 Id.
3 “Prehearing Conference Statement of San Diego Gas & Electric Company (U 902 E)” (Feb. 19,
2016), p. 10.



agree that the contents of exhibits admitted into the evidentiary

records of the Wildfire Investigation and the WEBA Proceeding

could be relevant to this proceeding. To make review of these

documents more efficient for the parties, we instruct SDG&E to

submit these files as Supporting Documents in the Commission’s

E-File System ... None of these exhibits will be admitted into the

evidentiary record without further steps by the parties. Admission

of these exhibits will be handled on a case by case basis.**
SDG&E submitted those files, as instructed, and exhibits from the Olls were ultimately
introduced and handled on a case by case basis, as the Scoping Memo envisioned. With respect
to the Guejito Fire, witnesses from both SDG&E (Mr. Weim) and ORA (Mr. Stannik) presented
testimony, and those witnesses were cross-examined at the hearing. Their written testimony and
hearing testimony is in the record and is available to the Commission to consider in its decision
in this matter. Further, in the post-hearing briefs, parties made various arguments about the
meaning and weight to be accorded to the testimony and evidence, including various portions of

the OII exhibits. That is the very opportunity SDG&E sought in its reply to protests and which

the Scoping Memo granted.

34 “Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner and Assigned Administrative Law

Judge” (Apr. 11, 2016), pp. 10-11.

10



III. CONCLUSION

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing reasons, SDG&E respectfully requests that the

Commission deny (1) the Cox Motion for Limited Party Status, and (2) the Cox Motion to Strike.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Christopher M. Lyons
Christopher M. Lyons

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
8330 Century Park Court, #CP32D
San Diego, CA 92123

Telephone: (858) 654-1559

Email: clyons@semprautilities.com

Attorney for
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

July10, 2017
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company

(U 902 E) for Authorization to Recover Costs Related to Application 15-09-

the 2007 Southern California Wildfires Recorded in the (Filed September 25, 2015)
Wildfire Expense Memorandum Account (WEMA)

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that | have this day served a copy of the foregoing SAN DIEGO GAS &
ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 902 E) NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF ITS
APPLICATION FOR AUTHORIZATION TO RECOVER COSTS RELATED TO THE
2007 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WILDFIRES RECORDED IN THE WILDFIRE
EXPENSE MEMORANDUM ACCOUNT on all parties of record in A.09-08-020 by
electronic mail and by U.S. mail to those parties who have not provided an electronic address to
the Commission.

A copy was also sent via Federal Express to Chief Administrative Law Judge,

Karen Clopton.

Executed this 25th day of September, 2015 at San Diego, California.

/s/ Jenny Norin
Jenny Norin
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NINA SUETAKE

STAFEF ATTORNEY

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

FOR: THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

ROBERT FRANCIS LEMOINE

SENIOR ATTORNEY, LAW DEPARTMENT
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY

2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. SUITE 346L
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

FOR: SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
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FOR: COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO
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EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000
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EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000
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SAN DIEGO, CA 92101
FOR: CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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ATTORNEY
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FOR: RUTH HENRICKS

MARION PELEO

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4107
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FOR: ORA

DAVID J. MILLER

SR. ATTORNEY - LEGAL DEPT

AT&T SERVICES, INC.

2150 WEBSTER STREET, 8TH FL.
OAKLAND, CA 94612

FOR: PACIFIC BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY,
DBA: AT&T CALIFORNIA

JEROME F. CANDELARIA

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOMMUNICATIONS
1001 K STREET, 2ND FLOOR

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3832

FOR: CCTA

Information Only

CODY NAYLOR

LEGISLATIVE AIDE - 76TH ASSEMBLY DIST.

OFFICE OF ASSEMBLY MEMBER TONI ATKINS
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

JAMES W. MCTARNAGHAN

PERKINS COIE

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

FOR: DAVEY TREE SURGERY COMPANY

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

JUDY PAU

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000-0000
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THOMAS L. TOSDAL

TOSDAL, SMITH, STEINER & WAX

401 WEST A STREET, STE. 320

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-7911

FOR: TERRY BROYLES, YVONNE KALENCH,
ROBERT NORTH AND DIXIE NORTH, AND JOHN
PECK

NICHOLAS SHER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4300

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: SED

MELISSA KASNITZ

ATTORNEY

CENTER FOR ACCESSIBLE TECHNOLOGY

3075 ADELINE STREET, STE. 220
BERKELEY, CA 94703

FOR: CENTER FOR ACCESSIBLE TECHNOLOGY

GIBRAN MACIEL
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

JOSEPH W. MITCHELL, PH.D.

M-BAR TECHNOLOGIES AND CONSULTING, LLC
EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

MRW & ASSOCIATES, LLC
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

HENRY WEISSMANN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON LLP
355 S. GRAND AVE., SUITE 3500
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9/25/2015
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NORMAN A. PEDERSEN, ESQ.

HANNA AND MORTON LLP

444 s. FLOWER STREET, SUITE 1500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-2916

WALTER N. PRINCE
19025 PARTHENIA STREET, SUITE 200
NORTHRIDGE, CA 91324

CASE ADMINISTRATION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. / PO BOX 800
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

TY TOSDAL

LAW OFFICES OF GERALD SINGLETON, ESQ
560 N. COAST HIGHWAY 101, SUITE 4A
ENCINITAS, CA 92024

TERRY SINGLETON

SINGLETON & ASSOCIATES

1950 FIFTH AVENUE, STE. 200

SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

FOR: INDIVIDUAL 2007 POWER LINE FIRE
LITIGATION PLAINTIFE'S

MORGAN LEE
U-T SAN DIEGO

350 CAMINO DE LA REINA
SAN DIEGO, CA 92108

CENTRAL FILES

SDG&E AND SOCALGAS

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP31-E
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1550

BRUCE T. SMITH

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, BO9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JOSEPH M. MALKIN
ORRICK HERRINGTON & SUTCLIFFE LLP
THE ORRICK BUILDING

https://ia.cpuc.ca.gov/servicelists/A0908020 78529.htm
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JESUS G. ROMAN, ESQ.

ASSIST. GEN COUNSEL - WEST REGION
VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC.

2535 W. HILLCREST DR., MC CAM21LB
NEWBURY PARK, CA 91320

ANGELICA MORALES

ATTORNEY

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE / PO BOX 800
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

J. ERIC ISKEN

ASSIST GEN. COUNSEL

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE

ROSEMEAD, CA 91770

ROBERT W. JACKSON, ESQ

LAW OFFICES OF ROBERT W. JACKSON

205 WEST ALVARADO STREET

FALLBROOK, CA 92028

FOR: INDIVIDUAL 2007 POWER LINE FIRE
LITIGATION PLAINTIFEF'S

MARIA C. SEVERSON, ESQ.
COUNSEL

AGUIRRE MORRIS & SEVERSON
501 W. BROADWAY, STE. 1050
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3591

CHARLES R. MANZUK

DIR. - RATES & REVENUE REQUIREMENTS
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK CT, CP32D

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530

PHILLIP MOSKAL
PO BOX 371414
SAN DIEGO, CA 92137

FASSIL T. FENIKILE

DIRECTOR, REGULATORY

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 1925
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

SUZANNE K. TOLLER
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800

9/25/2015
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405 HOWARD STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2669
FOR: SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

HILARY CORRIGAN

CALIFORNIA ENERGY MARKETS

425 DIVISADERO ST., SUITE 303
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117-2242

LARRY ABERNATHY

SVP

DAVEY TREE SURGERY COMPANY

PO BOX 5015 / 2617 S. VASCO ROAD
LIVERMORE, CA 94551

WILLIAM MARCUS

JBS ENERGY

311 D STREET, SUITE A

W. SACRAMENTO, CA 95605

State Service

KAREN PAULL
EMAIL ONLY
EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

DONALD J. LAFRENZ
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

MARKET STRUCTURE, COSTS AND NATURAL GAS

AREA 4-A
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JULIE HALLIGAN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5041

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

LINDA SERIZAWA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ORA - ADMINISTRATIVE BRANCH

ROOM 4202

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

RAHMON MOMOH

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY & PAYPHONE ENFORCEMENT BRANCH
AREA 2-E
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SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

CASE ADMINISTRATION

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
77 BEALE STREET, MC BO9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

MICHELLE CHOO

AT&T SERVICES, INC.

2150 WEBSTER STREET, 8TH FL.
OAKLAND, CA 94612

LESLA LEHTONEN
SVP & GEN COUNSEL

CALIF. CABLE & TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSN.

1001 K STREET, 2ND FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3832

LEGAL DIVISION

CPUC

EMAIL ONLY

EMAIL ONLY, CA 00000

ELAINE LAU
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING AND PERMITTING B

AREA 3-F
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KAREN CLOPTON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5118

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

MARIBETH A. BUSHEY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5017

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SCOTT LOGAN
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY COST OF SERVICE & NATURAL GAS BRA

ROOM 4108
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505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

KAY PRICE

DEPUTY CHIEF-CIVIL COST RECOVERY
OFFICEOF THE STATE FIRE MARSHAL
PO BOX 944246

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2460

MELODIE DURHAM

OFFICE OF THE STATE FIRE MARSHAL
WILDLAND FIRE PREVENTION

1131 S STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95811
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505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
FOR: ORA

STEPHANIE SHIMAZU

CAL.DEPT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION
PO BOX 944246

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2460

FOR: CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY
AND FIRE PROTECTION.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company

(U 902 E) for Authorization to Recover Costs Related to Application 15-09-

the 2007 Southern California Wildfires Recorded in the (Filed September 25, 2015)
Wildfire Expense Memorandum Account (WEMA)

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 902 E)
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF ITS APPLICATION FOR AUTHORIZATION TO
RECOVER COSTS RELATED TO THE 2007 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WILDFIRES
RECORDED IN THE WILDFIRE EXPENSE MEMORANDUM ACCOUNT

Christopher M. Lyons

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
8330 Century Park Court, #CP32D
San Diego, CA 92123

Telephone: (858) 654-1559

Fax: (619) 699-5027

Email: clyons@semprautilities.com

Attorney for
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

September 25, 2015



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company

(U 902 E) for Authorization to Recover Costs Related to Application 15-09-

the 2007 Southern California Wildfires Recorded in the (Filed September 25, 2015)
Wildfire Expense Memorandum Account (WEMA)

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY’S (U 902 E)
NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF ITS APPLICATION FOR AUTHORIZATION TO
RECOVER COSTS RELATED TO THE 2007 SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA WILDFIRES
RECORDED IN THE WILDFIRE EXPENSE MEMORANDUM ACCOUNT

Pursuant to Rule 1.9(d) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, San Diego
Gas & Electric Company hereby provides notice that it has electronically filed with the
Commission’s docket office its Application for Authorization to Recover Costs Related to the
2007 Southern California Wildfires Recorded in the Wildfire Expense Memorandum Account
(“Application”). The Application and testimony are available on SDG&E’s website at the
following url:

http://www.sdge.com/regulatory-filing/15691/sdge-wildfire-expense-memorandum-account-
wema-proceeding

The Application and testimony may also be obtained by contacting:

Shivani Ballesteros

Regulatory Case Manager

8330 Century Park Court, #CP31F

San Diego, CA 92123

Telephone: (858) 637-7914

Email: sballesteros@semprautilities.com




DATED at San Diego, California, this 25th day of September, 2015.
Respectfully submitted,

By: /s/ Christopher M. Lyons

Christopher M. Lyons

San Diego Gas & Electric Company
8330 Century Park Court, #CP32D
San Diego, CA 92123

Telephone: (858) 654-1559

Email: clyons@semprautilities.com

Attorney for
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY



